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ABSTRACT 
 
Cultural competence as approached in this paper enables individuals and organizations to work 
or respond effectively across cultures in ways that the values, beliefs, traditions and customs are 
recognized. This study uses Jaccarino & Kendall (2004) empirical model to understand the cross-
cultural competence process in an organization. The model consists of four elements: cultural 
awareness, skill development, developmental planning, and organization strategy. Moreover, this 
paper explores similarities and differences that exists and the business implications that results 
from cultural competence variations. Null hypothesis 1 covers the comparison between 
international subsidiaries by stating that there are no differences in cultural competence between 
two subsidiaries (United States and Mexico) of an international firm once they operate under 
unified directives. Null hypothesis 2 covers the comparison within each subsidiary by stating that 
there are no differences in cultural competence between administrators and direct service 
providers/clerks in each subsidiary (United States and Mexico) of an international firm. 
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REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
 
Corporate Growth  
 
nternational firms that seek growth through mergers and acquisitions to foreign companies will face 
cultural differences. Amoateng (2005) suggested that what encourage international mergers and 
acquisitions is the organization’s strategic objectives of expanding operations to foreign markets to 
increase returns for investors while assuring market survival and competitive market performance. Organizations are 
constantly assessing their own competitive and market status, their strengths/weaknesses, and their top 
management’s aspirations and goals. As a result of these actions, organizations define a direction to increase growth, 
profitability, market penetration in existing businesses, diversification and/or cash investment (Marks & Mirvis, 
2001).  
 
Morosini & Ulrich (2005) emphasized that misunderstood national cultural differences are the most 
important factors behind the high failure rate of global mergers and acquisitions. Morosini & Ulrich (2005) 
suggested that when intercultural differences are ignored during the evaluation and negotiation stages of a merger, 
integration fails. In addition, the manner in which an organization handles intercultural challenges is directly 
correlated with the performance of the merger in the post-integration stage and it can mean the difference between 
long-term success or failure (Morosini & Ulrich, 2005).  
 
Culture 
 
Culture is basically defined as the product of any human association where individuals meet, communicate, 
and interact, and in so doing individuals create cultures (Durkhaim, 1956). Kluckhohm (1959) stated that culture 
consists of patterned ways of thinking, feeling and reacting, and such patterned ways are acquired and transmitted 
I 
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mainly by symbols that constitute the distinctive achievements of human groups. In addition, the essential core of 
culture consists of traditional (i.e., historically derived and selected) ideas and, especially, their attached values.  
 
Individuals have a culture, but often individuals are not aware of their behaviors, habits, and customs that 
are culturally based (Althen, 1988). Hall (1976) suggested that there is not one aspect of human life that is not 
touched and altered by culture. This includes personality, how people express themselves (including the show of 
emotions), how people think and move, how people solve problems and plan, how transportation systems function 
and are organized, as well as how economic and government systems are put together and function.  Culturally 
based behaviors of individuals often contribute to the development of strong similarities between interacting 
individuals (White, 1998). White (1998) stated that groups who possessed similar characteristics often had increased 
identity and solidarity, which results in a bonding between individuals and/or groups. These bonds are usually 
presented as moral rules, values, norms, incentives, and/or various types of relationships. 
 
Individual Cultural Competency and Culture 
 
 Individual cultural competency suggests that the dispositions of individuals are influenced by their early 
social and cultural experiences and, consequently, with respect to communication in groups and organizational 
contexts (Ayoko & Hartel, 2003). Culture shapes personal goals, and organizational goals, and cultural interactions 
affect conflict management, behaviors, and communication patterns (Hofstede, 1995; Zorn & Violanti, 1996). In 
addition, Trompenaars & Hampden-Turner (1998) stressed that many well-intended universal applications of 
management theory have turned out badly for experienced international organizations because managers failed to 
confront the abstract nature of preconceived policy guidelines. Furthermore, Peters & Waterman (1982) suggested 
that western analytic thinking and rationality have led to many international successes in the field of technology. 
Indeed, technologies do work by the same universal rules everywhere. However, traditional practices become 
obsolete when applied to interactions between human beings from different cultures (Trompenaars & Hampden-
Turner, 1998).  
 
Human beings solve problems and reconcile dilemmas in different ways and such distinctions are perceived 
as culture (Schein, 1985). Social interaction presupposes common ways of processing information among people 
who interact with each other (Trompenaars & Hampden-Turner, 1998), and these interactions influence the way 
individuals do business as well as the way individuals manage across-cultural boundaries. Trompenaars & 
Hampden-Turner (1998) suggested that the mutual dependence of participants in social interactions is a result of a 
connected system of meanings; a shared definition of a situation by a group. 
 
Cross-Cultural Competence 
 
  Chan (1990) stated that personal experiences influence individual perspectives of events and that by 
acknowledging multiple perspectives it is possible to increase the level of understanding of the same event. 
However, seeing others’ viewpoints presents many challenges. Achieving cross-cultural competence requires that 
individuals lower their defenses, tolerate new ideas and beliefs, and practice behaviors that may feel unfamiliar and 
uncomfortable. Cross-cultural competence requires a sensitive mind, and the willingness to accept alternative 
perspectives (Chan, 1990). It may require accepting new beliefs whose value is unknown, to accept cultural changes, 
and to set aside existing beliefs. It may mean changing what individuals think and say, and how individuals behave 
(Chan, 1990). In addition, Storti (1989) stressed that it is not possible for people to walk in someone else’s shoes to 
understand the view of others because it is still their own feet that people feel.  
 
In the process of developing cross-cultural competence, Chan (1990) suggested that there are three critical 
elements: self awareness, knowledge of information specific to each culture, and skills that enable the individual to 
engage in successful interactions. McIntosh (1988) suggested that true cultural competence can be achieved only 
when those individuals who have been privileged in a society recognize that their advantages are based on systems 
that disadvantage others, and such individuals actively work against those systems. Regardless of the process that 
one selects, it is apparent that personal awareness, knowledge of other cultures, and application of that knowledge 
are common elements. 
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Cultural competence is something that firms as well as individuals need to be aware of; it is certainly not 
achieved overnight or in a short time. Cultural competence is a concept that evolved from earlier ideas of cultural 
sensitivity and awareness (Williams, 2001). Cultural competence enables individuals and organizations to work or 
respond effectively across cultures in a way that the values, beliefs, traditions and customs are recognized (Williams, 
2001). Studies in health care, education, and psychology convey that there are several vital ingredients in developing 
or accomplishing cultural competence. Self knowledge or awareness is argued to be the most important element; it 
starts by accepting to learn about other cultures and become truly sensitive to the ideas, beliefs, values and traditions 
of others (Williams, 2001). Mason (1993) describes the cross-cultural competence continuum as composed of 5 
stages: 1) cultural destructiveness, 2) incapacity, 3) blindness, 4) pre-competence, 5) competence. 
 
 Cultural destructiveness is the most negative end of the continuum that is indicated by those attitudes, 
policies, and practices that are ruinous to individuals and their cultures (Mason, 1993). Incapacity occurs when the 
system or agency does not intentionally seek to be culturally ruinous or destructive but the system may lack the 
capacity to assist different cultures of individuals and/or communities (Mason, 1993). 
 
Blindness is at the midpoint of the continuum. In this stage the system and its agencies provide services 
with the express intent of being unbiased. The system and its agencies function as if the culture makes no difference 
and all the people are the same (Mason, 1993). In addition, pre-competence occurs when individuals and 
organizations move toward the positive end of the continuum by acknowledging cultural differences and making 
documented efforts to improve (Mason, 1993). Lastly, competence is the most positive end of the continuum and it 
is indicated by acceptance and respect of cultural differences, continual expansion of cultural knowledge, continued 
cultural self-assessment, attention to the dynamics of cultural differences, and adoption of culturally relevant service 
delivery models to better meet needs (Mason, 1993).  
 
Assessment models 
 
Models to assess cross-cultural competence vary from the stage-based models to competency-based 
models. The stage-based models focus their attention in cultural sensitivity and the developmental process of the 
cultural continuum. These models emphasize six point stages and the flexibility of adaptation to the variables of the 
discipline under study. An empirical assumption of the stage-based model is that individuals and organizations 
progress in order to develop or improve their effectiveness in working with culturally diverse clients and 
communities.  
 
The competency-based models provide leadership in the development of cross-cultural competencies as 
well as strategies and training materials. These models are more organization development oriented. In addition, 
cultural competencies are conceptualized in terms of knowledge, beliefs/attitudes, and behaviors. 
 
Cross-Cultural Competence Model for this Study 
 
Jaccarino & Kendall (2004) developed an empirical model to assess and understand the cross-cultural 
competence process in an organization. The model consists of four elements: cultural awareness, skill development, 
developmental planning, and organization strategy. These elements are seen as key factors to achieve cultural 
competence: 
                                 
Culture awareness 
 
 
 
                                       Organization strategy                                    skill development 
 
 
 
Development planning 
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Jaccarino & Kendall (2004) suggested that developing cross-cultural competence is not only the right thing 
to do for organizations and individuals, but it is a sound business decision that will impact the organization as a 
whole. “Building cross-cultural competent organizations involve more than hiring diverse top executives or training 
employees to speak a different language (p.1).” It includes developing an organizational atmosphere of inclusiveness 
(Jaccarino & Kendall, 2004). In addition, Jaccarino & Kendall’s model suggests that a successful cultural 
competence program to help organizations become culturally competent should include the four elements of the 
cultural competence model mentioned above, an organization strategy to reflect the desire and commitment of the 
organization to become culturally competent, awareness building within the organization to create the right 
atmosphere towards cultural change and acceptance, skills assessment of the workforce to determine the status quo 
and future needs, and development planning to carry out and implement the strategies that will affect cultural 
competency.  
 
Sample for the Study 
 
 For the purpose of this study, a sample of convenience was used to conduct the cross-cultural assessment. 
The sample (matched samples – randomly selected) for this study was composed of two groups of employees, 
administrators and direct service providers/clerks, from each subsidiary. The scope of this study limited the 
assessment of cultural competence only to these two groups of employees, clerks and administrators, due to their 
direct interaction with culturally diverse clients and with culturally diverse employees. Other members of the 
organization such as top directors and other executives in the firms were not considered for this study. 
 To comply with general normal distribution requirements it was expected that at least a minimum of 30 participants 
from each group, administrators and staff, from the two subsidiaries, the United States and Mexico, participated in 
this study.  
 
Hypotheses and Research Questions 
 
1) There is no difference in cultural competence between two subsidiaries of an international firm, once they 
operate under unified directives. Therefore,  
2) There is no difference in cultural competence between administrators and staff within each subsidiary of an 
international firm. 
 
To examine these claims the following research questions were addressed: 
 
1) What are the cultural competence differences and/or similarities of the United States and the Mexican 
subsidiaries? 
2) What are the cultural competence differences and/or similarities between administrators and direct service 
providers/clerks of the subsidiaries in the United States and Mexico? 
3) How can cross-cultural competence differences or similarities be explained, if any, between the group of 
employees (administrators and direct service providers/clerks) in the international subsidiaries? 
4) What are some of the business implications that may result from cultural competence similarities and/or 
differences of the subsidiaries?  
 
Survey for this Study 
 
This study used an adapted version of a survey questionnaire developed by Portland State University’s 
Regional Research Institute for Human Services. The survey addressed cultural competence in terms of four 
dimensions: attitude (or awareness), practice (or skill development at work), policy (or organization strategy), and 
structure (or development planning). This survey had been applied in other human services disciplines such as 
public health and education within one country, the United States. In each instance, the measure was utilized to 
identify the organization’s cultural competence training needs in areas such as: improvement of service delivery to 
culturally diverse populations, identification of cross-cultural strengths that existed within the organization, system, 
or network of professionals, and beneficial training topics for service providers. 
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There were two versions of the cultural competence survey. One version was for use with direct service 
providers/clerks and the other was for administrative staff (administrators). These two versions were very useful to 
identify specific needs and to provide strong recommendations for organization interventions. Comparing results 
from direct service providers with those gathered from administrators helped to clarify perspectives between them 
regarding staff, agency policy, practice procedures, cultural group characteristics and client demographics, 
community-based resources and linkages, and community involvement.  
  
Cross-Cultural Adaptation of Survey  
 
Cross-cultural research required that researchers produced and used culturally and linguistically appropriate 
survey instruments that served other languages and their cultures. Guillemin, Bombardier & Beaton (1993) 
suggested that cross-cultural adaptation of survey instruments was a prerequisite for the investigation of cross-
cultural differences. A survey conducted with an inappropriate instrument could lead to erroneous conclusions that 
could be difficult to detect during analysis. Furthermore, conclusions drawn could be attributed to differences 
between the source and the target sample. 
 
Guillemin et al., (1993) suggested that the process of cross-cultural adaptation of surveys should be 
oriented towards measuring a similar phenomenon in different cultures, and that it was essentially the production of 
an equivalent instrument adapted to another culture. Therefore, for the purpose of this study, a culturally adapted 
instrument was an instrument that was conceptually and technically equivalent to the source language, culturally 
competent and linguistically appropriate for the target sample. 
 
Research Design & Results  
 
 The survey instrument assessed cultural competence for administrators and direct service providers (clerks) 
through seven subscales which were named dependent variables (DVs) in this study. 
 
DV1 = Knowledge of communities 
DV2 = Personal involvement 
DV3 = Resource and linkages 
DV4 = Staffing 
DV5 = Service delivery and practice 
DV6 = Organizational policy and procedures 
DV7 = Reaching out to communities  
And the independent variables (IVs) were the cultural competence outcomes for the different groups in the study. 
IV1 = MEXCLK (group of direct service providers/clerks in the Mexican subsidiary) 
IV2 = USACLK (group of direct service providers/clerks in the United States subsidiary) 
IV3 = MEXADM (group of administrators in the Mexican subsidiary) 
IV4 = USADM (group of administrators in the United States) 
 
MANOVA (Multivariate analyses of variance) design was used to determine if the means of these four groups were 
the same. If so, the study could conclude that the populations were the same and that no differences existed in 
cultural competence between groups (NCSS, 2005). The number crunching statistical software (NCSS) was used to 
conduct MANOVA. 
 
 
Table 1 
Respondent’s Roles per Subsidiary 
 
                                                          Subsidiary’s location  
Job Performed                                    United States              Mexico                    Total 
Administrators                                        35                            35                           70 
Direct service providers/clerks           35                            35                           70 
Total respondents                                  70                            70                          140 
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Table 2 
Demographic Information of Survey Respondents 
Subsidiary’s location 
Demographic  
category  
United States 
Total = 70 respondents  
Mexico 
Total = 70 respondents 
Gender 60 % are males 
40 % are females  
60 % are males 
30 % are females  
10 % no response 
Age 80 % are between 36 to 45 yrs.  
20 % other categories  
70 % are between 36 to 45 yrs. 
30 % other categories 
Education  100 % have 10 to 19 yrs. of school 70 % have 10 to 19 yrs of school 
30 % have 0 to 9 yrs of school 
Professional  
experience  
80 % posses 6 to 10 years  
10 % other  
10 % no response  
90 % posses 6 to 10 years  
10 % other  
Length of 
employment 
in the firm   
80 %  over 7 years 
20 % other  
90 % over 7 years 
10 % other 
 
FINDINGS 
 
Research Question One asked: What are the cultural competence differences and/or similarities of the United States 
and the Mexican subsidiaries?       
 
The test statistics from the MANOVA test showed that statistically significant mean differences existed 
between the groups of employees in the United States and Mexican subsidiaries. Consequently, the Null Hypothesis 
1 was rejected. This fact suggested that cross-cultural competence differences existed between the United States and 
Mexican subsidiaries. Table 3 summarizes the test statistics for MANOVA test. 
 
Table 3 
Test Statistics from the MANOVA 
Test statistics                                      F-ratio              Probability level (p) 
Wilks’ Lambda                               7.84                         0.0001 
Hotelling-Lawley trace                 10.24                      0.0012 
Pillai’s trace                                    5.85                         0.0003 
Roy’s largest root                          31.22                      0.0000 
 
Table 4 
Summary of ANOVA Results for Similarities and Differences Found in Cross-Cultural 
Competence between the United States and Mexican Subsidiary 
                                                                                    Group outcomes*** 
                       Mexican clerks         United States clerks         Mexican administrators     United States administrators 
Dependent             IV1                              IV2                                  IV3                                   IV4 
Variables**   M                SE            M                SE                M                SE                 M               ES                   p  
DV1             6.45  0.65   6.60      0.65   8.78   0.95   8.82   0.90   0.031*     
DV2        4.11       0.65   4.11   0.65   8.75  0.95   8.76  0.90   0.000* 
DV3    8.60   0.65  8.75  0.65  8.75  0.95   9.13  0.90   0.973 
DV4    5.35   0.65   5.66  0.65   8.75   0.95   8.79  0.90   0.001* 
DV5    7.72    0.65    7.75  0.65   0.00   0.00   0.00  0.00   0.000* 
DV6    6.69   0.65   6.63  0.65   8.75   0.95   9.00   0.90   0.090 
DV7    4.11   0.65  3.90   0.65   9.02   0.95    9.24  0.90   0.000* 
Note: *Statistically significant  at the 0.05 level.   
** Dependent variables are the survey categories: DV1=Knowledge of communities; DV2=Personal involvement; 
DV3=Resources and linkages; DV4=Staffing; DV5=Service delivery and practice; DV6=Organization policy and procedures; 
DV7=Reaching out to communities. 
*** Group outcomes are the survey respondents: IV1=Mexican direct service providers/clerks; IV2=Unites States direct service 
providers/clerks; IV3=Mexican administrators; IV4=United States administrators.  
International Business & Economics Research Journal – January 2010 Volume 9, Number 1 
47 
The mean differences found between the subsidiaries in the United States and Mexico are illustrated in Graph 1. 
Table 4 and Graph 1 also showed that when respondents were grouped by country (IVs), means differences were significant. 
Therefore, the Null Hypothesis which stated that there is no difference in cultural competence between two subsidiaries of an 
international firm, once they operate under unified directives, was rejected (p<0.05) for these areas of assessment: knowledge 
of communities (DV1); personal involvement (DV2); staffing (DV4); service delivery and practice (DV5); and, reaching out 
to communities (DV7). 
          
 In addition, resources and linkages (DV3), and organizational policy and procedures (DV6) showed that no 
significant mean differences existed between the employees (administrators and direct service providers/clerks) of the 
subsidiaries in the United States and Mexico.  
 
  When respondents were grouped according to the job they performed, Table 4 and Graph 1 also showed that mean 
differences of the group of administrators of both subsidiaries (United States and Mexico), and the mean differences of the 
group of the direct service providers/clerks of both subsidiaries (United States and Mexico) were not significant.      
 
 
 
Graph 1 
Summary of ANOVA Results for Similarities and Differences Found in Cross-Cultural 
Competence between the United States and Mexican Subsidiary 
Note: Survey categories (Dependent variables) are listed on the horizontal axis. Means for the group of respondents are listed in 
the vertical axis. The scale on the vertical axis is 1 to 10 given that the highest mean calculated approximates only to 9.  
 
Research Question Two asked: What are the cultural competence differences and/or similarities between administrators and 
direct service providers/clerks of the subsidiaries in the United States (IV2, IV4) and Mexico (IV1, IV3)?  
                 
 There were no significant mean differences in six of the seven categories under assessment between the 
administrators and direct service providers/clerks in the Mexican subsidiary (Table 4). The service delivery category, which 
exclusively addressed direct service providers’/ clerks’ responses, appeared in the analysis as statistically significant because 
administrators were not required to respond to this survey item. Therefore, the Null Hypothesis 2 was accepted by concluding 
that there were no cultural competence differences between the administrators and direct service providers/clerks in the 
Mexican subsidiary in terms of knowledge of communities, personal involvement, resources and linkages, staffing, 
organizational policy and procedures, and, reaching out to communities. 
            
 A separate evaluation of the United States subsidiary between the administrators and direct service providers/clerks 
showed that there were no significant mean differences in six of the seven categories under assessment (Table 4). The service 
delivery category, which exclusively addressed direct service providers’/ clerks’ responses also appeared in the analysis as 
statistically significant because administrators were not required to respond to this survey item. Therefore, the Null 
Hypothesis 2 was accepted by concluding that there were no cultural competence differences between the administrators and 
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direct service providers/clerks in the United States subsidiary in terms of knowledge of communities, personal involvement, 
resources and linkages, staffing, organizational policy and procedures, and reaching out to communities.  
 
Graphs 2 and 3 showed that no significant mean differences existed between the employees (administrators 
and direct service providers/clerks) within the subsidiaries in the United States and Mexico. Therefore, the Null 
Hypothesis Two was accepted for knowledge of communities (DV1), personal involvement (DV2), resources and 
linkages (DV3), staffing (DV4), reaching out to communities (DV7), and organizational policy and procedures 
(DV6). In addition, service delivery and practice category (DV5) showed that no mean comparisons were made 
because this survey category was exclusive for direct service providers/clerks and administrators were not required 
to answer.     
 
 
Graph 2 
Summary of ANOVA Results for Similarities and Differences Found in Cross-Cultural 
Competence between Administrators and Direct Service Providers/Clerks in the Mexican Subsidiary 
Note: Survey categories (Dependent variables) are listed on the horizontal axis. Means for the group of respondents are listed in 
the vertical axis. The scale on the vertical axis is 1 to 10 given that the highest mean calculated approximates only to 9.  
 
 
Graph 3 
Summary of ANOVA Results for Similarities and Differences Found in Cross-Cultural 
Competence between Administrators and Direct Service Provides/Clerks in the United States Subsidiary. 
Note: Survey categories (Dependent variables) are listed on the horizontal axis. Means for the group of respondents are listed in 
the vertical axis. The scale on the vertical axis is 1 to 10 given that the highest mean calculated approximates only to 9.  
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Research Question Three asked: How can cross-cultural competence differences and/or similarities be explained, if 
any, between group of employees (administrators and direct service providers/clerks) in the international 
subsidiaries? 
 
Similarities and differences that resulted from cross-cultural competence variations between and/or within 
subsidiaries in the United States and Mexico (IV1, IV2, IV3, IV4) could be explained in terms of groups of 
employees selected for analysis and demographic information collected from the respondents to the survey. 
Regarding groups of employees selected for analysis (IVs), the United States and Mexican subsidiaries showed no 
significant mean differences between administrators and direct service providers/clerks of either subsidiary (Table 
4). Separate evaluations of the subsidiaries through MANOVA tests between the administrators and direct service 
providers/clerks, resulted in no significant mean differences at α=0.05, in six of the seven categories under 
assessment (Table 4). 
 
When the two subsidiaries were simultaneously analyzed, differences among administrators and direct 
service providers/clerks (IVs) were evident. Table 4 showed that when participants were all groups (IVs) were 
considered for analysis; several mean differences were noted in the results. It is important to note that data grouping 
(i.e. Country and Job performed) in the MANOVA tests contributed to the observation of mean differences in this 
study. Thus, factor selection clearly affected similarities and differences observed in the results of this study.  
 
From the demographic information, strong similarities in self-perception of cultural competence in the 
United States and Mexican subsidiaries could be the consequence of common demographic factors (Table 2) 
between the employees of each subsidiary. The study found that sample demographics such as gender, age, 
education, professional experience, and length of employment were similar. A high percentage of the respondents to 
the survey possessed similar backgrounds (Table 2). This fact suggested that strong cohesiveness existed between 
the employees of each subsidiary. In addition, sample composition (Table 1) might also have limited the inclusion of 
other background respondents (limitation of sample and scope of the study). 
 
From Table 2, demographic information showed that the majority of the respondents in both subsidiaries 
(United States and Mexico) were males between the ages of 35 to 45 years old, Who had 10 to 19 years of school 
education, counted with 6 to 10 years of professional experience in their respective work areas, and were employed 
for over 7 years by the firm, which included the time before the merger and acquisition in 2002. Finally, 
demographic information suggested that strong cohesiveness existed between administrators and direct service 
providers/clerks in both subsidiaries (United States and Mexico). This was due to personal history and time at the 
organization which may have explained the uniformity of viewpoints in cross-cultural competence.  
 
Research Question Four asked: What are some of the business implications that may result from cultural 
competence similarities and/or differences of the subsidiaries? 
 
Cultural competence, as previously defined in this paper, referred to the ability of service providers to 
function effectively with culturally diverse clients and communities (Barrera & Kramer, 1997) by thinking, feeling 
and acting in ways that acknowledged cultural diversity and socio-cultural conflicts where a business operated 
(Lynch & Hanson, 1998).   
 
 After the cross-cultural competence assessment was conducted, the results from the survey show that there 
were significant similarities within each subsidiary, cross-culturally speaking, but significant differences between 
subsidiaries (Table 5). Table 5 showed that the United States and Mexican subsidiaries were aware of their own 
cultural setting but culturally unaware of each other’s cultural settings. This fact showed that despite the 
organization-wide effort to integrate all subsidiaries under the same directive, both subsidiaries (United States and 
Mexico) were still behaving as individual units. As a result of these differences in cultural awareness, the 
subsidiaries could experience unsuccessful business interactions when working together, lack of cooperation, and 
reduced performance as group (Chan, 1990). 
 
Table 5 shows that the United States and Mexican subsidiaries had uniformly adopted the firm’s policies 
and procedures, and that the firm’s resources and business linkages were consistently planned and developed 
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(Jaccarino & Kendall, 2004) across subsidiaries. This fact showed that the organization’s mission statement of 
becoming a true global firm had found acceptance among the employees of both subsidiaries (United States and 
Mexico). In business terms, efficient transmission and adoption of organizational policies and procedures is 
translated into competitive advantage (Zander & Kogut, 1995; Gupta & Govindajaran, 2000). In addition, the 
effective deployment of products, technology, and knowledge in multiple locations represents factors of success for 
international firms (Zaheer, 1995).  
 
Table 5 shows that the survey outcomes for staffing and reaching out to communities were similar for both 
subsidiaries (United States and Mexico), and consistent with the culture awareness outcomes (knowledge of 
communities and personal involvement). Moreover, when examining service delivery between both subsidiaries 
(United States and Mexico), Table 5 confirmed that significant differences existed between subsidiaries. This fact 
showed that cultural information was not considered in cross-cultural interactions; therefore, the set of behaviors and 
attitudes to function effectively with culturally diverse clients and communities were not present (Rorie, Paine & 
Barger, 1996).  
 
When lack of cultural knowledge existed between subsidiaries, its effect was also felt in staffing practices. 
The lack of cultural knowledge precluded the efficient human resource forecasting and planning activities of the 
firm (Mason, 1993). Consequently, service delivery was also affected and communities were not efficiently reached 
by the service provider (Mason, 1993). In addition, the manner in which an organization handled intercultural 
challenges affected the performance of the merger/acquisition in the post-integration stage (Morosini & Ulrich, 
2005). Finally, the results of the study are summarized in Table 5. 
 
Table 5 
Summary of Statistical Decisions to Accept and/or Reject the Null Hypotheses Based on p level from Table 4. 
Survey category  
(DVs)  
United States and 
Mexican subsidiaries 
(IV1, IV2, IV3, IV4)     
United States  
Subsidiary only 
(IV2, IV4) 
Mexican 
Subsidiary only 
(IV1, IV3) 
(DV1) Knowledge of communities  Differences found Similarities found  Similarities found 
(DV2)Personal involvement Differences found Similarities found Similarities found 
(DV3)Resources and linkages Similarities found  Similarities found Similarities found 
(DV4) Staffing  Differences found Similarities found  Similarities found 
(DV5) Service delivery and practice Differences found  n/a   n/a  
(DV6) Organizational policy and procedures  Similarities found  Similarities found Similarities found 
(DV7) Reaching out to communities Differences found Similarities found  Similarities found 
Note: Accepting the Null Hypothesis that no cultural differences between groups existed  means that similarities were found in 
the groups under assessment. Rejecting the Null Hypothesis that no cultural differences between groups existed  means that 
differences were found in the groups under assessment   
 
CONCLUSION 
 
 Cultural competence, as approached in this study, enabled individuals and organizations to work or respond 
effectively across cultures in ways that the values, beliefs, traditions and customs were recognized (Williams, 2001). 
Conducting an assessment of cultural competency could assist organizations to determine training needs for current 
employees as well as to aid human resources planning (Williams, 2001). 
 
When the two subsidiaries (United States and Mexico) were individually analyzed, the study found that no 
significant differences existed in cross-cultural competence in each subsidiary (United States and Mexico). This fact 
suggested that each subsidiary was aware of its own culture, developed skills for problem solving, adopted 
organization strategies, and planned and developed its organization resources and business linkages (Jaccarino & 
Kendall, 2004). Each subsidiary had become culturally competent. Similar to what Trompenaars & Hampden-
Turner (1998) found, groups of employees (administrators and direct service providers/clerks) in each of the two 
subsidiaries (United States and Mexican subsidiaries) organized themselves to increase the effectiveness of their 
problem solving processes and the cross-cultural interactions in their own cultural setting created a synergy that 
resulted in a higher level of performance than any single employee could have achieved on its own.  
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When the two subsidiaries (United States and Mexico) were compared, the study also found that significant 
differences existed in cross-cultural competence. The results from the survey suggested that the two subsidiaries 
were not aware of each other’s culture and problem solving skills were not developed. Similar to what Mason (1995) 
found, when culture was ignored barriers to effective business performance emerged. Conversely, organization 
strategies were adopted and organization resources and business linkages were planned and developed. Cultural 
competence deficiencies were found between the two subsidiaries (United States and Mexico). 
 
  The results from the four groups of employees surveyed (United States administrators, United States direct 
service providers/clerks, Mexican administrators, and Mexican direct service providers/clerks) confirmed that 
cultural competence differences existed in terms of knowledge of communities, personal involvement, staffing, 
service delivery and practice, and reaching out to communities.  
 
  This study also found that no significant differences existed between subsidiaries in terms of resources and 
linkages, and organizational policy and procedures. This fact suggested that development planning of the 
organization was uniform for both subsidiaries (Jaccarino & Kendall, 2004). Also, the two subsidiaries had 
uniformly adopted the firm’s organizational policies and procedures. This result suggested that organization strategy 
was accepted by all members of the subsidiaries and that information about organization strategy was effectively 
transmitted to the subsidiaries regardless of cultural setting. In addition, similar to what Zander & Kogut (1995) 
found, the effective transfer of knowledge and organizational practices across the subsidiaries were identified as 
contributing factors to competitive advantage of the firm.  
  
       Similarities and differences that resulted from cross-cultural competence variations between and/or within 
subsidiaries in the United States and Mexico were explained in this study in terms of groups selected for analysis 
and demographic information collected from the respondents to the survey. When the United States and Mexican 
subsidiaries were individually analyzed, the outcomes (Table 4) showed that no significant mean differences existed 
in cultural competence between administrators and direct service providers/clerks of each subsidiary. However, 
when the data of the two subsidiaries was compared, differences between groups were evident (Table 4). When 
subsidiaries were analyzed according to jobs performed, mean differences were not significant. Selection of Job and 
Country, as data categories (factors) for analysis in the MANOVA tests, contributed to the observation of mean 
differences in this study. 
 
Strong similarities in self-perception of cultural competence in the United States and Mexican subsidiaries 
could be the consequence of common demographic factors (Table 2) between the employees of each subsidiary. 
Demographics, such as gender, age, education, professional experience, and length of employment, were similar for 
all responding employees in the Mexican subsidiary and, for all responding employees in the United States 
subsidiary. A high percentage of the respondents to the survey possessed similar backgrounds (Table 2). 
Demographic information suggested that strong cohesiveness existed between administrators and direct service 
providers of each subsidiary (United States and Mexico) due to personal history and time at the organization. This 
could explain the uniformity of viewpoints in cross-cultural competence.  
 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
 The findings of this study could not be generalized to other subsidiaries of this firm or any other 
subsidiaries. An assessment of cross-cultural competence was an initial step to understanding where the cross-
cultural competence levels of the two subsidiaries are. Therefore, it is recommended the administration of more 
comprehensive assessments that include executive levels in future surveys before attempting to use the results of this 
study in designing improvement initiatives. In addition, future research in this field should include larger sample 
sizes, more subsidiaries and all levels of employees in the organization.  
 
Any attempts to conduct improvement initiatives should carefully consider the results from the surveys 
applied to the employees of the subsidiaries. In the case of the United States and Mexican subsidiaries, it is 
recommended that any OD (organization development) intervention designed to improve cultural competency 
should address differences found in knowledge of communities, personal involvement, staffing, service delivery and 
practice, and reaching out to communities.  
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Lastly, it is recommended that not only recently acquired subsidiaries be used as samples for future studies, 
but due to the rapid changes in market demographics, all subsidiaries of international firms should be considered in 
cross-cultural studies.   
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